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SITE DESCRIPTION: Underground Storage Tank CFA667S 
SITE ID: CFA-33 OPERABLE UNIT: 04-03 
WASTE AREA GROUP: 04 

1. SUMMARY - PHYStCAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE: 

CFA-33 is the historical site of a 4,000 gal underground storage tank designated as CFA-667s. 
The tank was installed in 1951 within 5 II at ihe southwest corner of building CFA-667. The tank 
was used lo store iuei oil used for heating the building. The tank was abandoned in 1966. In 
May 1989, the remaning contents of the tank were sampled for waste proiiie analysis and 
determined to be fuel oil #2. The remaining 20 gal of luei were collected in October 1990 by 
EG&G Idaho Hazardous Waste for recvclina. Less than 0.5 In. were lefl in the bottom of the 

The tank was removed in October 1990 under the direction of the EGBG Idaho Tank 
Management Program. Volatile organic compounds (VGCs) were monitored during removal per 
program guidelines. All readings were well below the EG&G Idaho field action level for diesel 01 
50 ppm. Some soil a)nlamination was observed around the lilt port during removal and was 
removed, collected, and transported to the Central Faclltties Area landfill for landfarming. Upon 
removal 01 the tank, areas for soil sampling were selected based on where contamination was 
most likely to occur. The field VOC readlngs for these live soil samples were well below the 
EG&G action level for diesel. Based on these readings, the excavation was determined 
acceptable for backfilling and was done with original noncontaminated soil and with soil horn the 
gravel pil at Ihe INEL CFA. Laboratory analyses of the soil samples confirmed Iield readings. 
Analyses lor total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), benzene, toluene. ethylbenzene, and xylem 
were performed by DataChem Laboratories of Salt Lake City, UT with no contamination deteclec 
in any of the samples. 
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The Inlormation gathered has been determined reliable and the qualiialive risk assessment 
concluded low. Tank removal and sample analyses were conducted lollowing published 
procedures and no conlliclion information was found in any records documenting the 
processes. Using the Qualitative Risk and Reliability Evaluation Table, it Is concluded that no 
further action is required lor CFA-33. 

If the decision is made In error to close CFA-33, the possiblity exists for contaminant migration to 
groundwater. The contaminants include benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene, and 
petroleum hydrocarbons in the form of #Z diesel fuel. If, in actuality, the tank did leak fts capacity 
of 4,000 gal to the surrounding soil, an estlmaled 350 yd3 01 soil would be contaminated. 

II the de&ton is made in error to further remediate CFA-33 and the site poses no actual 
environmental Ihreat. realized benellis would be minimal relative to the high investment in 
remedlation expenditures. 

It is recommended that COCA Ske CFA-33 ba reclassified as to “no-action” status and removed 
lrom the list of INEL solid waste management untts. The intormation gathered is deemed 
reliable and the assessed risk is very low. The tank was removed lollowing established 
procedures and biased soil samples were collected for analysis 01 TPH and STEX. No 
contamination was detected in any of the soil samples. These results suggest that no 
contamination is present at the site and that it poses no environmental threat. Further 
remedlat’bn 01 this COCA site would require funding which could be utilized more efficiently in 
other areas. 



NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION 

The U.S. Department 01 Energy, the U.S. Environmental Protection AgencyRe$o: 10, and the 
State of Idaho have completed a review o! the referenced information for C r-3 -” J J hazardous 
waste site, as il pertains to the INEL Federal Facility Agreement ot I 2.1 rr / c; I . Based on this 
review, the Parties have determined thal no further aotlon for purposes 01 investigation or study is 
justified. This decision is subject to review at the time of issuance of the Record of Decision. 
Brie1 summary of lhe basis for no lurther action: 

Relerences: 

DOE Project Manager 

EPA Project Manager 

Idaho Project Mana 
,’ 

/ /o-f& 
D&e ‘. 
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DATE RECD: 

DECISION STATEMENT 
(BY DOE RPM) 
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IATE RECD: 

DECISION STATEMENT 
(BY EPA RPM) 

)ISPOSITION: 

5 



6 



PROCESS/WASTE WORKSHEET 
SITE ID CFA-33 I 

cdl col2 
Processes Associated with this Waste Desaptin h Handling 
site Procedurss 
Process 20 gal ol diesel Id oil K? 
Dlesaflueloif12storagehan remvered ty EGhG Idaho. Inc. 
undergromd storage lank (UST) Hazardous Waste Program 
CFA667S 

I 
Process Diesel fuel oil #2 contaminated 
Aamoval of UST CFA-667S soil 

-J 

Process Ariifact I 

I 
lhsc~iptii 6 Localiin of any AnifacUSlmclure&fsposal Areas Associaled 
with this Wasle or Process 
Artifact 
Location 
Description 

Afiilact 
Localion I 
Descflption 
Ariilact 
Location I 

Now removed. oreviouslv located with tank southwsl of CFA-667 
Descrfpifon Tar-mated &I piping. 
Artifact 
LoMliifl 

Location 
Description 
Arlilact 
LoC.?lfOll 

LocaIim I 





PROCESS/WASTE WORKSHEET 
SITE ID CFA-33 

Dii fuel o& #Z sbrage in an 
mderground stomge lank (IJST) 
CFA-667s 

located with lank soulhwest of WA-667 



1 CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET 
ISITE ID CFA-33 

PROCESS w 1) UST Removat 
rnld 
What knawwpoteotial hazarchxs 
substances/mnstitusts are associated 
with this waste or process? 

a. ND-not detected 
DL = detoclion litit in ppm 

b. Units = mgIg 

r 

WASTE 

~ 

Contaminated Sail 
Contaminated Soil 
Contaminated Soil 
Contaminated Soil 
Gxtaminated Soil 

constituerM 
ND, DL = 0.05 
ND. DL - 0.05 
ND. M = 0.05 
ND.Dt=0.1 
ND. DL -0.01 b 
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QUALITATIVE RISK AND RELIABILITY EVAULATION TABLE 

MEDIUM HIGH 

NO ACTION 

l if there exist sufficient data to identify an appropriate remedy 



Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? 

Block i Answer: 

COCA Site CFA-33 ia the location of a removed underground storage tank designated CFA- 
667s. The capactiy of the tank was inlially believed to be 6.000 gal, but upon removal, the 
dlmensions 01 the tank were used to calculate an actual capacity of 4,000 gal. The steel tank 
was installed in 1951 al the southwest corner of buifding CFA-667 and used ior slorlng luel oil 
for healing the building. A map of the tank location is afiached. The tank was operational until 
1986, when it was abandoned. Records indicate that the tank had no internal protection and 
thal the outside of Ihe tank was painted for external protection. The assoclaled plplng was 
constructed of tar-coated steel. The area around the buried lank was enclosed by a fence, and 
consequenlfy, a secondary access to the fill pipe was run lrom the tank to outside the fence, 
approximately 12 fl from the tank. Avent pipe was also present wllh this tank, located 
approximately 5 fl from Ihe tank next to CFA-667. A ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey was 
empfoyed by the Tank Management Program which provfded this inlormatfon; a diagram 01 the 
GPR resulls Is attached. 

6fmk 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? &High ,Med -Low (check 
OlW) 
EXPLAIN THE REASQNiNG BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The fnlormation was obtained from personnel involved directly in the processes associated with 
operation of the lank, content sampling, and tank removal. 

6bck3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I The location, size, and logistics of the tank were verified upon removal in October 1990. 
I 

e.tock 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available informalion 
,!t; 8 

Analytical data IX1 4 
Anecdotal Documentation about data [ ) 
Historical process data 11 Disposal data [I 
Current process dala [I O.A. data II 
Area1 pholographs [I simy analysis reporl [I 
EnglneerlngWte drawings [ ] D&D report [I 
Unusual Occurrence Rspotl [ ] lnltial assessment [I 
Summary documenls WI 10 Well data 11 
Facility SOPS II Construction data II 
OTHER [Xl 6,12 
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Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed? 

Block 1 Answer: 

In May 1989. the tank contents were sampled by EG&G Idaho Environmental Science and 
Technology (ES&T) personnel for waste profile analysis. The sample was sent lo EGBG Idaho 
Environmental Chemistry for laboratory analysis and determined to be #2 diesel fuel. The level 
01 livid in the lank was measured by ES&T personnel and lound lo be approximately 1.5 in. In 
October 1990, prior lo removal of the tank, 20~gal of liquid were pumped from the lank by EG&G 
Idaho Hazardous Waste Programs for recycling. Less than 0.5 in. of liquid was left In the tank. 

Removal 01 the lank occurred on October 24,199O under the guidance of EG&G Idaho Tank 
Management Program removal procedures. Volatile organic compound (VOG) readings were 
laken by ES&T personnel using a Pholovac Mlcrotip photicnizalion detector (PID) throughout 
the removal process. Ail readings were found lo be well below the EG&G Idaho field acllon 
levels lor diesel of 50 ppm. According lo sampling records, a small diesel-contaminated region 
of soil was observed near the fill port but was removed and transported lo the INEL landfill for 
landfarming. Five soil samples were collected from the excavation by ES&T personnel for 
laboratory analysis. Samples were taken specifically from areas where conlaminallon from the 
lank conlenls was roe.1 likely lo occur. The soil sampling areas are shown on the attached 
diagram. Samples were collected by scooping the lank excavation with a heavy equipment 
bucket and sampling directly from this removed soil. The scoop samples were taken from a 
uniform depth of 7 tl. The samples were screened with the PID lor preliminary VOC readings 
and found lo be well below the EG&G field action levels lot diesel. Based on the condition of 
the tank and the fleld VOC readings, the excavation was deemed acceptable lor backfilling and 
was done with noncontaminated soil tram the excavation and with soil lrom the gravel pit al the 
INEL CFA. 

Laboratory analyses of the soil sampled were performed by DataChem Laboratories 01 Salt Lake 
City, UT for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and for benzene, loiuene. ethylbenzene, and 
xylene (collectively known as ETEX). No contamination was found in any of the samples. 
Laboratory detection limits were given as 0.05 ug/g for benzene, loluene, and elhylbenzene; 
0.1 uglg for xylene: and 0.01 mg/g for TPH. 

The lank was cut into smaller pieces and shipped to Pacific Steel of Idaho Falls for disposal. 
Four pieces of piplng were included in the shipment. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? AHigh -Med -Low (check 
one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

I The InIormatlon was oblained from sampling logbooks and removal records documenting the 
sampling and removal process. 
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Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed? 
(Continued) 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? AYes -No (check ons) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 
Several sources were used to obtain this inlormation. 

Block4 Sources of information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Hlstorlcsl process data 
Curronl process data 
Areal pholographs 
Englneoring/site drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

! 9 
Analytical data 
Documentation abaul data 

;; 
[I 

IN s 
II 
II 

IX1 10 
11 

WI 2 

Disposal data ,x; 7.11 
O.A. data 11 
Salety analysis repofl [I 
D&D rap4 II 
Initial assessment II 
Well data [I 
Construdion data [I 
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Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration? 
If so, what is it? 

Block 1 Answer: 

No evidence exists 01 migration. 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? .&High -Med -Low (chech 
Ofl.3) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The information was obtained from personnel ciireclly involved in the removal process. 

BIO& 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes -No (chati one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I The use of more than one source provides verilication of this information, 

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information Analytical data 
Anecdotal Documentalion about data 
Historical process data [I Disposal data II 
Currant process data II CM dala II 
Area! photographs IX1 5 Safety analysis repori II 
EnginearingMe drawings [ 1 D&D report [I 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ 1 Initial assessment II 
Summary documents [Xl 10 Well data II 
Facility SOPS [I Conslruction data II 
OTHER IX] 2.12 



Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list the 
sources and descrfbe the evidence. 

Block 1 Answer: 

No evidence exists indicating that a source exists at lhis site. Any possible source was removed 
from the excavation and subsequent soil sample analyses indlcaled no contamination. The 
excavation was backfilled to grade with origlnal nonconlaminated soil and soil lrom the INEL CFA 
gravel pd. 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? J-High -Med -Low (check 
OIW) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The information was obtained directly from records documenting the removal process. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? .&Yes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRISE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Field VOC readings are consistent with data obtained from Ihe analytical laboralory, 
substantiating this information. 

I Block 4 SOUW3S of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available informalin 
Anecdoral 
His~orlcal Process data 
Current process data 
Area1 pholographs 
Engineering/stle drawings 

, Unusual Oaurrence Repal 
~ Summaty documenls 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

Analytical data IX1 3 
Documenlation about dala I I 
Disposal data ii 
Q.A. data II 
Safety analysis report II 
D8D report II 
Initial assessment [I 
Well data 11 
Construction data II 
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Question 5. Does the site operating or disposal historical informatlon allow 
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the 
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the 
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot? 

mode I Answer: 

The pattern of potential contamination is delermined to be a hot soot around a leak in the tank or 
till pipes. 

B&k 2 How reliable Is/are the information sourcels? -XJ-ligh -Med -Low @heck 
OIW) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

This information is based on past expertence with leaking tanks. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? YYes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Consultations with individuals knowledgabfe about tanks and tank leakage, 

Block4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write In 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Hiotculcal process data 
Curreni prooosa data 
Areel photographs 
EngineeringlsHe drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Repoll 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

II Analytical data 
IX1 8 Documentation about data 

‘[i 
[I 
[I 
II 
11 
11 
II 
rt 

Disposal data 
Q.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
D&D report 
Initial assessment 
Well data 
Conslruction data 

I! 
II 
(1 
II 
[I 
[I 
[I 
[I 
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Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region. 
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? If this is 
an estimated volume, explain Carefully how the estimate was 
derived. 

Block 1 Answer: 

I Eased on analytical data, no contaminated region exists. However, using the dimensions of 14 
It lono. 6 11 wide/deco obtained bv the GPR SUN~V. and the known caoacilv of the tank. 4.000 
gal, &ypothetlcal cbntaminated legion could be &mated. Using a &odd developed by 
EG&G Idaho, Inc., a region of 350 yd3 of soil is estimated. The model and calculations are 
allached. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? J-High -Med -Low 
(check one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The IniormaUon was obtained from records documenting the field sampling process and from ar 
established analyiical laboratory. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -&Yes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Field analyses of the soil samples were confirmed by the laboratory analytical data which 
suppotls the conclusion lhat a contaminated region does nol exist. 

BIOCIC~ Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

I No available inlormation 
Anecdotal 
Hislorical process data 
Currenl process dala 
Areal photographs 
Engineering/site drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Repcrl 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

Analytical dam 
Documentation about data 
Disposal data 
Q.A. data 
Salsty analysis repn 
D&D report 
Initial assessment 
Well dab 
Construdion da& 

1x1 3 
II 
ii 
II 
[I 
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CQuesiion 7. What is the known or estimated auantitv if hazardous 1 
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an 
estimate. explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

Block 1 Answer: 

Based on analytical rasul1s of soil samples taken from the excavation, It is determined that no 
hazardous substance is present as no source is present. 

ermk z How reliable is/are the information source/s? -&High -Med -Low (check 
One) 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING SEHfND THIS EVALUATION. 

The fnformatfon was obtained from records documenting the removal process and from results 
from an established analytical laboratory. 

wock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -&Yes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Field results 01 the soil samples coincide with resufls lrom the analytical laboratory. 

Ctook 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available InformatIon 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Areal photographs 
Englneertng/sRe drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
Summary documenls 
Facilily SOPS 
OTHER 2 

Analytical data 
Documentation about dala 
Disposal data 
CIA dala 
Safety analysis report 
D&D report 
tnitial assessment 
Well data 
Construction data 
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Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the 
evidence. 

BIO& I Answer: 

No evidence exists Indicating a source exists at this sfle. The tank was removed. soil samples 
laken from the excavalion were determined noncontaminated. and the excavation was 
backlilled to grade with noncontaminaied soil. 

Block z How reliable Is/are the information source/s? J-High -Med -Low (check 
One) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The inlormatlon is based on record documenting the removal process and results irom an 
established analytical laboratory. 

Stocks Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -&Yes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I 
Field sampling results coincide wtth laboratory analytical results 

wck4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available Information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Currenl process data 
Arest pholographs 
Enginoerlng/site drawings 
Unusual Occurrence RepoIl 
Summary documents 

Facility SOPS 

OTHER 

Analytical data 
Documentation about data 
Disposal data 
Q.A. data 
Safety analysis repOn 
O&O repon 
Initial assessment 
Well data 
Construction data 

1x1 s 
II 
ii 
11 
II 
11 
I1 
[I 
II 
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ESTI~lATiO~l OF VGLWE OF COUTH-lI;IATE9 COIL 
FROY A FUEL OIL SPILL 

AUGUST 7, IGal 

PROELill: 'What is the volume of contamina ted soil which would result from a 

surface fuei oii spiii of a !knwn or estimaie.d ~~ua.nci:y? 

ASSUt4PTIOElS: 

. 1'1 GALLON FUEL SP!LL 

SOIL POROSITY = 0.35 (p) (Case et al., pg A-52) 
. THE RESIDUAL S~TURATIOR CAPACITY (RS) = ( 0.10, 0.15, 0.20 ) 

The residual saturation for fuel oils is approximately 33% of the water 

holding capacity of the soil. Oragun (1988) reports maximum RS values 

for different fuel oils. 

Tablo 1. Residuai Saturation (RS) values for dii?ereni fuels. 

,Fuel 

light oil and gasoline 
'diesel and lignt fuel ail 

lube and heavy fuel oil 

RS 

a.10 
0.15 
0.20 

The volume of soil in cubic yards contaminated by a spill is given by (Dragun, 

1%38) 

v, * 
0.2 x vi, 

(1) 
P x (RS) 

where V, = Volume of contaminated sail at residual saturation (yd'). 

'I;; = volume of discharged hydrocarbons in barrels 

= (N gallons oi spilled fuel) x (I barrel per 44 gailons) 
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